follow the definition of "building* in Pub. L. 90-480.
This does not effect any change in interpreting the
statute.  See Opinion of General Counsel, General
Services Administration, "First Report of the
Architectural and Transportation Barriers Compliance
Board* at pages 49-50.

41 Fed. Reg. 55442 (1976).  This has been the consistent
interpretation of the Board since it was established. 15/

When a statute has been officially interpreted by those
agencies charged with its administration and enforcement, such
interpretations must be given due deference. Griggs v. Duke
Power Co. r 401 U.S. 424/433-34 (1971); Udall v. Tallman, 380
|j7sT~lf 15 (1965); Norwegian Nitrogen Products Co. v. United
States, 288 U.S. 294, 315 (1933).  Generally, reasonable
Interpretations of such agencies are not to be rejected simply
because alternative interpretations may be advanced, Mil1er
v. Youakim, 440 U.S. 125, 144 (1979)? Train v. Natural
Resources jDefense Counsel^ Inc., 421 U.S. 60, 87 (1975).  In
our opinion, the interpretations advanced by GSA and ATBCB are
not unreasonable and, for this reason, we conclude that the
term "building11 covers those buildings or facilities financed
by federal grants or loans if the law authorizing the grant or
loan also authorizes the issuance of standards for design,
construction or alteration, 16/ even if, in its discretion,
the agency chooses not to issue such standards. 1_7/

15/ Letter and memorandum from the ATBCB to this office
(March 24, 1980).

16/ We interpret the phrase "standards for design,
construction, or alteration" as referring to architectural
standards in general, not to accessibility standards in
particular.

IT/ In reaching the opposite conclusion, HEW argues that the
Board's construction raises due process problems because of
lack of notice to the program recipients. We do not think the
statute is unconstitutionally vague, particularly when the
agencies responsible for administering and enforcing the act
officially have taken a consistent position for seven years.
A statute is not unconstitutionally vague because it may be
ambiguous or open to two constructions. Williams v. Brewer,
442 p.2d 657f 660 (8th Cir. 1971).  It is the responsibility
of the Board and the granting agencies to see that recipients
are informed of, and comply with the Act.
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